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PREFACE

The AACTE Committee on Multicultural Education is pleased to
sponsor this very important publication on the role of professional
development schools in the revitalization of urban schools. The much
heralded and highly publicized concept of PDSs has been touted as a
model, not only for the preparation of teachers, but as a mechanism
for the reform of urban schools. The proponents of professional de-
velopment schools have stated that these.sites would produce better
trained teachers who would meet national standards of accountabil-
ity and, of most urgent concern, raise the achievement levels of stu-
dents.

Peter Murrell’s work, however, informs us that these hoped-for
goals have not been realized. He boldly and brilliantly writes that the
concept of PDSs has limited application in urban schools because it
has failed to unmask teachers’ assumptions, prejudices, and
worldviews about children of color and the communities in which
they live. In addition, Murrell believes that the disconnections and
the discontinuities among theory, practices, policies, partnerships, and
communities are the principle reasons that PDSs have not produced
significant changes in urban K-12 schools or SCDEs. Murrell concludes
that professional development schools in urban sites are not the "lead-
ing edge” of reform but are mere “shrouds” that hide maintenance of
an unequal and undemocratic social order.

‘The AACTE Committee on Multicultural Education intends this
monograph as an impetus for an enriched and continuing debate on
the role of professional development schools in urban districts. Most
significantly, we believe that Murrell’s research pushes a new vision
and agenda for teacher education—collaborative partnerships as com-
munity building. His challenge to us must not be taken lightly or dis-
missed summarily. The future of teacher education and millions of
students in urban schools depend on our commitment and resolve to
face these issues.

Jacqueline Jordan Irvine, Chair
AACTE Committee on Multicultural Education




FOREWORD

This monograph is a disturbing and provocative critique of pro-
fessional development schools and their role in the renewal of urban
schools. I use the words “disturbing” and “provocative” carefully, and
in their most positive sense. Murrell's monograph is well thought
through, extremely well conceptualized and articulated; and at the
same time, it will be seen as very challenging by many who advocate
for, and are involved in, the PDS movement.

Murrell brings a unique perspective to the important work on PDSs
and urban school renewal. As he describes it, his frame of reference is
shaped by two important kinds of “dual consciousness.” First, is the
one identified by DuBois—the duality inherent in being a person of
color in America. The second is shaped by the tensions between his
academic and scholarly training and his urban and community orga-
nizing experiences. His doctoral work in human learning and cogni-
tion at the University of Wisconsin gave him the scholarly grounding
and perspectives of a psychologist. Meanwhile, in graduate school,
he worked as a teacher in an urban high school and an activist in com-
munity organizing around African-centered schools, and all-Black
school districts. His current roles as an associate professor in the de-
partments of psychology and education and as director of the Master
of Arts in Teaching program at Northeastern University’s Center for
Innovation in Education provide him a way to marry these different
perspectives. The focus he brings to teacher education and school re-
form is shaped by an understanding of how schools and teachers can
help kids learn and develop, and by a keen eye on how recipients of
school reform experience it.

These perspectives shape his review and analysis of the role of
PDSs in the renewal of urban schools. In “Like Stone Soup,” he argues
that the goals of equity—reducing the performance gap between poor
children of color and whites—are not well served in PDSs. In fact, he
argues that PDSs can actually inhibit the development of equity by
making people think progress is being made even though the issues
of power, privilege, and community building are not being addressed.
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viii THe RoLE oF THE PDS IN THE RENEwAL OF URBAN SCHOOLS

As one who has been involved in one way or another with PDSs
since 1989, I have watched a grass roots, marginalized movement grow
to become a dominant idea in current thinking about the simultaneous
renewal of teacher education and schools. Five or six years ago, Ann
Lieberman and I co-presented the only PDS-related session at the
AACTE Annual Meeting. At the Annual Meeting this year, there were
multiple sessions on PDSs offered in each time block. As PDSs be-
come more mainstream, and move in from the fringes in school dis-
tricts and colleges, they will quite appropriately be more closely scru-
tinized. As PDSs become increasingly considered pathways into the
teaching profession; as they become increasingly important vehicles
of school reform; and as they move toward institutionalization in their
schools and collegiate communities, people inside and outside of PDSs
must stop and ask what is being institutionalized. Are PDSs meeting
their goals?

Peter Murrell says no. One of the goals of professional develop-
ment schools is the improvement of student learning. Implicit in some
PDSs, and explicit in many, has been the goal of equity. Murrell ar-
gues (following the extensive literature review on PDSs and equity
done by Valli, Cooper, and Frankes, 1997) that PDSs have not met this
goal. Valli and her colleagues commend the Holmes Group (as the
archetype PDS advocate organization) for trying to connect school
reform movements like PDSs with equity and social justice; nonethe-
less they conclude by noting that their research shows that" most PDS
partners have either not attempted or are floundering in this under-
taking” (p. 299).

Murrell takes this critical look at PDSs and equity even further,
arguing that PDSs not only have failed to live up to their rhetoric about
equity, they actually can, as currently constructed, stand in the way of
successful urban school reform. Two of the many examples from the
monograph illustrate this point: In Murrell’s view, the bilateral na-
ture of most PDSs (as partnerships between schools and institutions
of higher education) blocks and excludes other parties that must be
involved for equity concerns to be properly addressed: parents, com-
munity members, youth and community-based organizations. Fur-
thermore, he notes that the focus on the professional development of
teachers detracts from the needs for development of parents, schools,
neighborhood, and children. Murrell worries that as PDSs become
more established and better defined, clearer models and approaches
will be available to draw upon, and adherence to those models will
take precedence over the equity challenges and the needs for improve-
ment of urban schools.

O
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FOREWORD ix

Throughout the monograph Murrell returns to the idea of vision—
what a PDS is supposed to do. As one of the two dozen educators and
activists who helped craft the NCREST vision statement that Murrell
cites, I can recall that the understanding and commitment to equity
varied considerably even among the vision statement writers. In the
years since the release of that statement, I have certainly seen even
greater variance in commitment to equity among the organizers and
implementers of PDSs across the country. As I have read about, vis-
ited, and talked to people involved in PDSs, I have definitely noticed
what Murrell describes as the differences between the “espoused” and
the “real”—the distinction between the PDS concept and the “move-
ment.” Insome PDS settings, little more than lip service has been given
to the importance of equity. Even where commitment has been deep
and understanding thorough, I have seen PDS partners’ inability to
discuss tough issues with each other lead to a “plateau” effect, where
deep-seated goals like equity take a back seat to more immediately
achievable goals like setting up clusters of student teacher placements
in a school (Teitel, 1998).

On the other hand, professional development schools are part of a
many- splendored movement, with a huge range of partnerships iden-
tifying themselves as PDSs, and no set of standards yet in place to
determine which is “worthy of the name” (Sykes, 1997). So, when
Murrell paints with a broad brush to note that all PDSs are formally
structured in ways that exclude community members, there will be
some readers (myself among them) who will contest, by power of
counter-example, his more sweeping statements. Similarly, contrary
to Murrell’s repeated assertion, there are urban schools that have ben-
efited a great deal from being a PDS.

These disagreements do not undermine Murrell’s major point, or
the real contribution that this monograph makes. It refocuses us, in
very concrete ways, on a major part of what brought us to see PDSs as
away to simultaneously improve schools and colleges. Murrell, in his
cogently argued way, forces us to keep our eyes on the prize. For this,
we owe him and this monograph a major debt of thanks. This work
will be a significant tool for advocates and insiders to raise issues that
have otherwise remained largely unspoken. It challenges theorists to
look at PDS organizational structures and see which aspects inhibit
the true goals of PDSs, as Murrell suggests. It throws down the gaunt-
let to PDS advocates to challenge Murrell’s assertions about the fail-
ure of PDSs to impact urban schools. It will be a powerful aid for fund-
ing agencies and networks to refocus and redouble efforts that put

ERIC 3
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X THE ROLE OF THE PDS IN THE RENEWAL OF URBAN SCHOOLS

student learning, social justice, and equity back on the front burner
and in so doing, will help us all keep our eyes on the prize—and hold
on.

Lee Teitel
University of Massachusetts-Boston
April 1998
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INTRODUCTION

The idea of the Professional Development School (PDS) has taken
center stage in school reform movements in recent years. The con-
cept has emerged ina number of venues (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 1992;
Darling-Hammond, Lieberman, McLauglin, and Miller, 1992; Goodlad,
1988, 1994; Lieberman and Miller, 1990; Holmes Group, 1986b, 1990;
The Carnegie Forum, 1986). Essentially, a PDS is an elementary, middle,
or high school in which school people and university people have
agreed to work cooperatively to develop the capacities of all educa-
tors associated with the school. This includes both university faculty
and classroom teachers, who work toward mutually-determined com-
mon goals for improving educational outcomes for the students in the
school.

Increasingly, the PDS movement is being regarded as an engine of
school reform nationwide (cf. Report of the National Commission on
Teaching & America’s Future [NCTAF], 1996), from which new mod-
els of teacher education, professional development, and innovative
instruction are expected to emerge. Advocacy for the model is strongly
linked with the national movements toward standards, accountabil-
ity, and the professionalization of teaching. However, as Zeichner (1996)
points out, the role of teacher education that has been overlooked in
proposals to close the so-called “achievement gap” in urban schools
in the past has now surfaced in problematic form (p. 67).

PDS advocacy for urban school reform often implies that the task
for teacher education is a simple matter of identifying the right teach-
ing and curriculum practices for effective work in urban contexts, so
that the solution to urban under-achievement is the training of teachers
to use these practices. Zeichner (1996) states that simply putting new
teaching technology into the hands of a culturally-encapsulated, largely
white, monolingual corps of teachers makes no difference in their ef-
fectiveness unless their professional development forces them to con-
front how they view themselves as cultural beings with respect to poor
students of color (p. 67).

Tt Provided oy ER -



14 THE RoLE oF THE PDS IN THE RENEwAL OF URBAN ScHOOLS

The authors of the NCTAF Report, What Matters Most, and other
PDS advocates are right to call for the professional development and
preparation of teachers as central to addressing issues of achievement
and development in urban schools (e.g., the so-called “urban achieve-
ment gap,” Williams, 1996). But they are wrong to suggest, given the
current configuration of public school policy and the cultural values
of schooling in America, that we can synthesize and standardize ef-
fective teaching practice in diverse urban communities through PDS
training of teachers. Unless the assumptions, attitudes, and cultural
boundedness of teachers are central to teacher education, no amount
of professional development will make a difference in the quality of
urban schools.

Popular ideas, such as the notion of the Professional Develop-
ment School, represent both opportunity and danger to budding ini-
tiatives for renewing urban schools and communities. The opportu-
nity aspect appears often in the advocacy and research literature on
PDSs, but the optimism for productive work in urban schools is not
supported by evidence. The danger of the PDS idea lies in that opti-
mism. The danger is, in the complex work of community mobiliza-
tion and educational development in urban communities, an idea like
PDS may be appropriated in ways that ultimately prove destructive
to the goals of equity, quality education, and justice.

Despite the growing interest and popularity of the PDS idea, there
has been little evidence demonstrating positive impact on schooling
in culturally, racially, and linguistically diverse urban communities.
Although equity was an original focus of the PDS movement, accord-
ing to the Holmes Group (1986b), PDS approaches have yielded few
tangible results with respect to effective work in diverse urban schools
and communities. Why has the PDS movement, ostensibly dedicated
to improving teaching and learning in under-resourced, diverse ur-
ban communities, generally failed at this effort? This question is ex-
amined by using a critical analysis to propose future directions for
the role of the professional development school agenda in urban com-
munities.

This monograph is not simply a critique of the PDS model, nor of
the PDS movement, it is intended to inform the decision making and
planning of those truly dedicated to the development of children in
racially, culturally, and linguistically diverse urban communities who
may be embarking on a partnership venture. It is an analytic survey
of the PDS concept as it applies to improving urban schools and teacher
preparation. In particular, the problematic application of the PDS idea
to improving teaching practice for effective work in culturally, racially,

Q d linguistically diverse urban schools will be examined. I take the
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INTRODUCTION . 15

position that, although the PDS idea represents an early innovation in
teacher education, the PDS concept has limited application to success-
ful work in diverse urban communities.

“It’'s All in the Knowing How!”

As I worked to make this perspective clear in the final prepara-
tion of this manuscript, I looked again at the set of articles reporting
on the benefits of PDSs in urban contexts—exemplars of PDSs that
“were working” to close the achievement gap in urban schools. I real-
ized that every aspect that writers reported as a positive outcome of
the PDS did not result from the PDS structure, but rather was the re-
sult of what people did with, and added to, that structure. It occurred to
me then that the problem of evaluating the PDS idea, with respect to
effective work in urban schools, is like stone soup. Let me elaborate
with that children’s story (Brown, 1947).

This story is set in a time gone by in a place far away and finds
three soldiers trudging down a road in an unfamiliar country. Com-
ing home from the wars, they were tired and very hungry having eaten
nothing in two days. As they approached a village, the villagers saw
them coming and began talking worriedly among themselves. Fear-
ing that they would have to share meager food resources with the
newcomers, they set about hiding their vegetables and other food-
stuffs. As the soldiers stopped at each house to ask for a bit of food,
they met with the same response time and again. They were denied
with excuses: “We have had no food for ourselves for three days,” or
“It has been a poor harvest,” or "We gave all we could spare to sol-
diers who came before you.” And, so it went as the three soldiers went
from cottage to cottage. The villagers stood in the street, sighing and
looking as hungry as they could.

The three soldiers put their heads together and developed a plan.
One of the soldiers cried out to the villagers, drawing them near, “Good
people! We are three hungry soldiers in a strange land. We have asked
you for food, and you have no food. Well then, we’ll have to make
stone soup.” Now this was something the villagers had to see. They
milled around as their curiosity overcame their self interest. “First we’ll
need a large iron pot,” the soldiers said. The peasants brought the
largest pot they could find. The soldiers said, “And now, water to fill
it and a fire to heat it,” to which the villagers complied by filling the
pot and then building the fire. The soldiers said, “And now, if you
please, three round, smooth stones.” The villagers watched in amaze-
-as the soldiers began stirring the pot.

14




16 THE ROLE OF THE PDS In THE RENEWAL OF URBAN SCHOOLS

”Any soup needs salt and pepper,” said the soldiers, and children
ran to get them. “Stones like these generally make good soup, but oh,
if there were carrots, it would be much better,” said the soldiers. A
village woman, who thought she just might have a carrot or two re-
turned with an apron-full of carrots she had hidden as the soldiers
entered the village. “A good stone soup should have cabbage,” said
the soldiers, “but no use asking for what you don’t have.” A villager
woman who thought she might be able to locate one, came with three
she had hidden. And so it went. Each ingredient that the soldiers sug-
gested might make the soup just that much better, the villagers man-
aged to find. A "bit” of beef, a “few” potatoes, a “little” barley, and a
cup of milk resulted, of course, in the most magnificent soup. When
the soup was ready, the “taste” offered the villagers evolved into feast
and festivity far into the night.

What lessons are illustrated in the analogy? First, a PDS is like the
beginnings of stone soup. A PDS offers the potential of a desired re-
sult—an effective school—just as stone soup offers the potential of a
tasty meal. But clearly, much more needs to happen to reach that end.
Creating an effective urban PDS, like making stone soup, is always a
value-added enterprise. When the soldiers dropped in the stones, they
did not yet have a meal, but beginning elements essential to that meal—
a pot and hot water. Second, whether building a quality school or mak-
ing stone soup, the outcome depends on the processes of participa-
tion, and drawing everyone in who needs to be at the table, figura-
tively and literally. And, maybe, just maybe, youneed an inducement,
whether it is the curiosity of creating a soup from stones or the status
of being a PDS. Third, there is a lesson about how one enters into
community with others. While some might see the cleverness of the
soldiers as trickery or deceit, others may simply recognize “know
how”—how to elicit participation and a community sensibility. After
all, the villagers did nothing against their will, and the flow of events
elicited their generous and humane natures.

Finally, asking whether PDSs “work” for children in diverse ur-
ban communities is the wrong question—not because the PDS frame-
work is without merit, but because the question is irrelevant. It is like
asking whether stone soup is nourishing. The quality of a professional
developmentschool, like the quality of stone soup, depends upon who
participates and what they “put into the mix.” The lesson is not just
about the importance of eliciting participation, but, more importantly,
not mistaking the beginning elements of the stone soup or the PDS for
the feast that is the quality school community. As the soldiers remarked
upon leaving the village after the feast and a fond farewell, “Oh, it’s
in the knowing how!”

id




INTRODUCTION 17

Monograph Overview

Like the making of stone soup, the process of developing a work-
ing collaborative in a school is what determines success. What goes
into the process—the “knowing how” portion of elevating children’s
achievement and development in urban schools—is complex.

Two features distinguish this monograph from prior writing on
the PDS model. First, what follows is a critical analysis of the theoreti-
cal foundations of the PDS idea in relation to teacher preparation,
school improvement, and community development in culturally, lin-
guistically, and racially diverse urban contexts. This analytic survey
will provide a structural analysis of the PDS model and an assessment
of its value for effective work in diverse urban schools and communi-
ties.

Second, the analysis disentangles the PDS concept from the PDS
movement. There are essentially two literatures on PDSs—a research
literature corresponding to the development and application of the
PDS concept, and an advocacy literature corresponding to policy re-
garding the PDS concept. This monograph examines the PDS model
on both of these counts to provide a systematic means of addressing
the discontinuities between theory and practice and between prac-
tices and policies in PDS work as it applies to urban schools and com-
munities.

This analytic survey is organized into three chapters. The first clari-
fies what is meant by the PDS model and describes the central goals of
PDS initiatives. Chapter two critically assesses the value of the PDS
idea to school renewal and the preparation of teachers for effective
work in diverse urban schools and communities. It addresses the es-
sential question of why the PDS framework is insufficient for effec-
tive, quality educational practice in diverse urban communities and
critically reinterprets the notion of the professional development school
in light of the critical knowledge required for successful work in di-
verse urban contexts (e.g., Cochran-Smith, 1997; Hilliard, 1997; Irvine,
1997; Melnick & Zeichner, 1997; Murrell & Diez, 1997; Murrell, 1994;
Zeichner, 1996). A summary of problems related to applying the PDS
framework to work in urban education is included.

Chapter three explores alternative approaches for collaborative
teacher preparation, professional development, and school renewal
in diverse urban settings. This monograph concludes with a concep-
tual framework summarizing the features required for an equity-
minded, urban-focused, and diversity-responsive type of collabora-
tivs approach to university-school partnerships.

ERIC
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1
THE PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT SCHOOL CONCEPT

In basic terms, the PDS is a form of collaborative partnership be-
tween a university’s school of education and a P-12 school. The pri-
mary aim is to improve teaching on two levels by providing a rich,
collaborative, inquiry-based school site within which clinical prepa-
ration of preservice teachers takes place; and providing a collegial con-
text for teacher educators and experienced teachers to collaborate on
the improvement of teaching practice in the school. Valli, Cooper, and
Frankes (1997) adopt the Holmes Group (1990) definition of a PDS: a
professional development school is a “school for the development of
novice professionals, for continuing development of experienced pro-
fessionals and for the research and development of the teaching profession”
[emphasis added] (p. 1). A PDS partnership must be ”systematically
and simultaneously engaged in teacher preparation, professional de-
velopment, and research on a school-wide basis” to be considered a
PDS (Valli et al., 1997, p. 252).

A professional development school builds on the historical and
traditional connection between schools of education and the P-12
schools. This consists of what I call the clinical triad—involving a
teacher educator (university supervisor), a field-based educator (co-
operating teacher), and a novice teacher (student teacher or intern).
The basic activity setting is one in which the teacher educator and
cooperating teacher collaboratively assist the development of the nov-
ice teacher through observations, joint conferences, and assigned tasks.
To this basic relationship, the PDS adds the prospect of collaborative
work between university teacher educators, experienced teachers, and
other school-based personnel. Therefore, this definition of a PDS ex-
cludes affiliative partnership arrangements between P-12 schools and
universities that focus only on inservice teachers or only on preservice
teacher preparation.

The intent of the PDS idea is to build a community of practice (Lave,
1988, 1997) that is broader and more inclusive of the basic clinical triad

O
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20 THE RoLE OF THE PDS IN THE RENEWAL OF URBAN SCHOOLS

described above (see also, Lemke, 1997; Walkerdine, 1997). This means
the development of an enclave of practitioners who work together to
more fully understand the culture of the school and the interrelation
of activity systems within the school. A community of practice focuses
on developing practices for improving teaching and learning accord-
ing to a specific vision of change. Thus, the concept of the PDS would
exclude collaborations among groups of teachers and teacher educa-
tors whose research and professional development activities were not
organized by a formal PDS institutional agreement. Finally, this defi-
nition excludes affiliative school-university arrangements for which
there is not an institutional commitment to a particular vision of change
(see, for example, the National Center for Restructuring Education,
Schools and Teaching [NCREST] vision, 1993).

In the PDS advocacy and research literature, the term PDS may
denote either the partnership between university and school collabo-
rators or the school itself. However, professional development schools
are actual P-12 schools. The schools may be elementary, middle, or
high schools, but in all cases they constitute the setting for the univer-
sity-school collaboration. PDSs are often public schools, although some
PDSs are also parochial, pilot schools, and charter schools (Abdal-
Haqq, 1996). This last feature is significant, since it is the public na-
ture that distinguishes PDSs from one of its chief precursors, the labo-
ratory school, whereby a university runs a school as a laboratory of
good practice that is usually populated by the offspring of the univer-
sity faculty members.

Finally, PDSs are always some kind of collaborative affiliation or
partnership, whether they include other constituents (e.g., school
boards, corporate partners, and community agency partners) or not.
PDSs as schools are presumed to be in the process of becoming exem-
plary schools. PDSs as partnerships are presumed to make the process
happen. These presumptions are examples of the excess of the PDS
advocacy literature.

The Purposes of PDSs

The first report of the Holmes Group (1986b), Tomorrow’s Teachers,
coined the term professional development school in one of the first
attempts to articulate a conception of in situ professional development
of teachers and school improvement beyond that of the old lab school
concept. In the past, the lab school concept prevailed, where the uni-
versity-owned school provided both personnel and material resources

B lillcat made them exceptional places for innovation, but limited in its
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applicability to wider agendas of reform and renewal. As both
Hargreaves (1995, p. 29) and Sarason (1993, pp. 26-27) explain, this
type of PDS could, at best, illustrate how to create a new school, but
not how to reform and renew an existing one.

The new idea was that professional development schools would
be exemplary practicum sites needed to provide teachers-in-prepara-
tion rich, cutting-edge clinical experience in schools organized accord-
ing to the best available knowledge about teaching. This idea is nicely
articulated by Judge, Carriedo, and Johnson (1995):

The PDS is to be, first and foremost, a partnership and
not a colonizing effort by the university; it is to bring
to bear the capacities and resources of higher educa-
tion upon the resolution of urgent practical problems
encountered in the public schools and the society in
which they are embedded; it is to establish a new if
uncomfortable relationship between research and
practice; and...it is to be a critically important base for
the preparation of future educators (section 4).

According to Abdal-Haqq (1996) and the data collected by the
Clinical Schools Clearinghouse, there are currently an estimated 650
professional development schools in the United States. Following
Abdal-Haqq's (1997) characterization of the purposes of the profes-
sional development school, the following four purposes serve as cri-
teria for determining whether a collaborative partnership is a PDS:

m the preparation of teachers and other school-based
educators;

m the professional development of practicing (i.e., ex-
perienced) teachers and other school-based educators;

m the focus on development of exemplary instructional
and educational experiences for students; and

m the applied inquiry (e.g., action research) designed to
improve practice. (p. viii)

Abdal-Haqq (1998) also notes that not every school can or should
be a PDS, but every PDS ought to collaborate with a university to-
wards improving teaching and learning at the school (p. 6). Too often,
this important idea is overlooked. Clearly, becoming a PDS does not
automatically imply fruitful innovation in teaching or enhanced clini-

cal preparation of teachers.
Q
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The Vision of the PDS Movement

PDS advocates articulate the model as a system of school reform.
On this account, the PDS is regarded as a special case of school re-
structuring, whereby new models of teacher education, professional
development, innovative instruction, and program building are the
outcomes of the collaboration. Moreover, on this account the PDS

_stimulates simultaneous institutional transformation in both the school

and university contexts (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 1992; Goodlad, 1988,
1991, 1994; Holmes Group, 1986a, 1986b, 1990; The Carnegie Forum,
1986). Goals for PDSs put forward by NCREST (1993) represents the
vision in the following points:

@ Centering schools on learners and learning—PDSs
should develop a shared, publicly articulated vision
and commitment to a set of core beliefs that apply to
all learners;

Communication and collaboration—Teaching and
learning are not isolated work. They require many op-
portunities for communication and collaboration
among learners—adults and children;

B Connection and community—Since individuals learn
more effectively when they learn together, communi-
ties of learners must be forged within schools and
across traditional school/community boundaries;

B8 Commitment to developing knowledge and promot-
ing inquiry—Members of the PDS community are en-
gaged in systematic, collaborative, and continuous in-
quiry about teaching and learning;

@ Shared responsibility for the learning of all members
of the PDS community—Everyone on the joint school
and university faculty assumes a collective profes-
sional responsibility for the welfare of all learners (stu-
dents, novice teachers, veteran teachers, teacher edu-
cators, administrators);
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m Parity in partnerships—PDS partnerships are forged
with a commitment to mutual trust, respect, and par-
ity resulting in reciprocity and collective ownership
of the enterprise;

® Continual renewal and improvement—The PDS as an
organization and members of the PDS community are
committed to continual reflection, self and organiza-
tional renewal, and the pursuit of ever more power-
ful and inclusive approaches to supporting student
success. (pp. 3-4)

In summary, the PDS at its essence is a particular type of institu-
tional organization founded on the basic university-school bilateral
cooperative relationship for teacher preparation. The working part of
the PDS is the development of a community of practice that expands
upon the basic clinical triad in teacher preparation to include other
teachers and a broader agenda than teacher preparation. The addi-
tional defining features of a PDS are the four criteria given by Abdal-
Haqq (1997) and the vision of school change in the seven NCREST
(1993) principles. It is important to note that nothing in these defining
features specifically relates to the central issues and concerns of urban
schools in diverse communities.
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2
PROBLEMS OF THE PDS MODEL
IN URBAN SCHOOLS

Our comprehensive review of the research indicates that PDS
achievements still fall short of expectations. In many instances,
instrumental recommendations about linking theory to prac-
tice, strengthening school-university collaboration, and pro-
viding time for professional development seem to have be-
come ends in themselves. Or they are linked to commonly
accepted [not innovative] notions of higher achievement for
students and teacher candidates. While there is some com-
mitment to establishing PDSs in inner cities, broad issues of
equity and social justice are often absent in both PDS research
and practice. (Valli et al., 1997, p. 252)

The promise that the PDS model will help transform public schools
into multicultural, democratic learning communities has not been re-
alized (Murrell & Borunda, 1997). In the decade since its inception,
the PDS movement has failed to live up to the promise of ameliorat-
ing inequalities in the learning environments of children in urban
public schools even though the PDS concept in its many articulations
(Holmes Group, 1986b, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 1994) espouses a
commitment to educational equity. There is painfully little evidence
of this commitment in either the PDS advocacy literature or the PDS
research literature (cf. Valli et al., 1997; Teitel, 1996).

Many political, economic, social, and technological forces are
pressuring schools to restructure so they serve all students
better. There is significant evidence, however, that generic re-
structuring of frameworks and designs will not change urban
schools. The generic frameworks and designs do not pay suf-
ficient attention to the unique issues and conditions that these
schools must confront every day (Williams, 1996, p. 2).
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PDS advocates have hailed the PDS model as the engine of urban
school reform, capable of transforming schools into places ”...where
teachers can learn from each other ...” and where ”...children will learn
more...” (Holmes Group, 1986b, p. 4).

The system of relationships organized by a PDS is problematic in
two ways. First, PDSs are ostensibly organized to facilitate the learn-
ing of children. Yet, the organizational structures of PDSs are geared
to the “tooling up” of teachers with little or no evidence of commen-
surate design for the development of children. Second, although the
PDS idea is touted as a movement to benefit the most under-served
schools and communities, it is, in fact, a movement ostensibly driven
by the same American myths that historically have been destructive
to the interests of people of color. Comer (1997) identifies two of these
as meritocracy myths: (1) the belief that an individual’s life outcomes
are due almost entirely to genetically determined intelligence and will;
and (2) that whites have been more successful than blacks, and blacks,
therefore, merit less (pp. 4-6).

Although there is significant educational literature produced by
African American scholars, as well as other people of color, that ex-
poses the cultural values in American society destructive to public
education in diverse communities, PDS work seems not to access this
literature at all. These myths persist unabated, even in PDSs thought
to be “working.” The critical meta-issues of public schooling in Ameri-
can education that the PDS movement is designed to address—issues
of power, equity, privilege, and community building—are precisely
those which remain congenitally inaccessible to institutions structured
as PDS5s.

In particular, there appears to be no systematic examination in
the PDS literature of critical perspectives on racism and white privi-
lege and how these are implicated in the sort-and-select practices of
standardized testing and tracking. Further, there is no evidence in the
PDS research literature regarding the issues of exclusion, educational
inequality, or community development. These are essential consider-
ations for work in diverse urban schools and communities and ought
to be the leading edge of PDS work.

The evidence to date (e.g., Valli et al., 1997; Teitel, 1996) suggests
that without significant re-examination of the PDS patterns of institu-
tional organization and practices, any extension of the PDS model will
pave over, not repair, the fatal flaws in the foundations of urban school-
ing. The more appropriate metaphor for PDS work at this point is not
the leading edge of innovative and improved practice, but rather the
shroud which hides, and perhaps perpetuates, fundamental problems

Q 1d issues from the light of critical inspection.
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PDS as an organizational structure is politically, ideologically, and
culturally neutral with respect to its constituency in urban communi-
ties—a fact that virtually guarantees its failure in those contexts. How
will a PDS allow for a critical exploration of equity when no such
agenda or consciousness exists? How can the organizational structure
of a PDS lead to community building when the roles of the leading
“players” are prescribed? How can a PDS build a community of prac-
tice within an organizational structure that inhibits conversations nec-
essary for building democratic participation? What possibility is there
for a PDS collaborative to become a “democratic public sphere”
(Giroux, 1992, p. 5), given the congenital asymmetries of power that
leave parents and community stakeholders out of the equation? How
can PDS partnerships deal responsively and democratically with wider
constituencies of parents and community stakeholders when the de-
sign categorically excludes them?

These are serious questions given the scarcity of evidence that they
are part of the discourse of inquiry in PDSs. The seriousness of this
absence of discourse in the PDS research literature is compounded by
the fact that no systematic reform agenda in regard to issues of equity,
power, and diversity exists. This is due, in part to the inescapable and
troublesome asymmetries in power—the structuring of activities in
PDS affiliations inevitably privileges professionals.

Why the PDS Concept Isn’t Working

Why is the PDS program inadequate to bring out effective teacher
preparation and school development in diverse urban communities?
The reasons are rooted in four problems:

1. PDSs are not designed, and thereby inhibit, the questioning
of the underlying political questions and socio-cultural dy-
namics that produce inequities in schooling;

2. The PDS framework, as it currently exists, inhibits the devel-
opment of conceptually rich, culturally aware, and politically
astute definitions of equity, diversity, and quality schooling;

3. ThePDS organizational framework maintains the political sta-
tus quo by failing to address real needs, interests, and agen-
das of urban communities supposedly served by PDSs, and;
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4. Due to the disconnectedness of the PDS organizational struc-
ture from the wider community, theoretical frameworks for
pedagogical inquiry are inadequate.

It is important at this juncture to offer two caveats. The first is to
acknowledge a simple yet important reality—that the PDS is simply a
type of collaborative affiliation driven by mutual concerns in teacher
preparation, innovation of practices, and professional development.
No one can deny the value of an arrangement whereby university
educators seek to situate their programs of professional training and
knowledge production in the real contexts. Nor can anyone can deny
the value of enlisting the participation of school personnel towards
these ends. In short, if you want to make soup it is good to have a pot
and boiling water.

Neither can anyone question the positive changes that professional
development schools have brought into teacher education. The pre-
cepts of PDS work, as articulated by NCREST (1993) constitute a pow-
erful and important guide for practice. However, once we acknowl-
edge the undisputed value of school-university partnership in gen-
eral, and the contributions of the PDS idea in particular, it is impor-
tant to confront the question as to whether the PDS institutional orga-
nization is the most appropriate for the future critical work to be done
in urban schools.

The point of being explicit about this caveat is to recognize the
polysemy of the PDS idea. In the popular, advocacy, and research lit-
erature regarding PDSs, there appears to be at least three categories of
meaning for the term: (1) PDS as synonymous with partnership; (2)
PDS as synonymous with a particular type of partnership between
school and university partners; and (3) PDS as the school itself, in-
cluding its enacted organizational structure. Henceforth in this analy-
sis, PDS connotes categories two and three, defining the pattern of
relationships and organizational structure—both the theorized and
enacted—in the professional development school.

The second caveat is to acknowledge that what a PDS actually
becomes is largely shaped by factors beyond the control of its orga-
nizers, designers, and advocates—and this is especially true if it is
done democratically. On one level, the meso level of analysis, this means
that, as soldiers entering a village, we do not know in advance what it
will take to make a feast out of stone soup. On another level, the macro
level of analysis, this means that the PDS structure owes its existence as
much to how society already organizes its educational institutions as

Q uch as it does to the creative capacity of educational thinkers.
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Public culture and prevailing governmental policy play a huge
role in the social, political, cultural, and fiscal organization of PDSs. In
this sense, PDSs are not new inventions as much as they are rebuilt
machinery from an earlier era, necessarily constrained by what came
before, the earlier machinery being the laboratory school. This con-
straint tends to lock out other ways of organizing schools for improved
teaching and learning. I call this idea the “institutional boundedness”
of PDSs; an idea to which I will return.

Problem One—-Political Status Quo
Regarding Problems of Urban Schooling

It is beyond dispute that public schooling in America is a socializ-
ing force recreating social stratification in American society. American
educators have been very slow to recognize the role schooling plays
in maintaining and replicating an undemocratic, hierarchical social
order—reproducing disparities of wealth, cultural dominance, and un-
equal political relationships between groups and classes (cf. Bordieu
& Passeron, 1977; Bowles & Gintes, 1976; Freire, 1993; Woodson, 1933/
1990). It is therefore imperative, given the cultural and racial politics
of American schooling, that educational advocacy on behalf of chil-
dren of color be capable of critically interrogating the institutions, foun-
dations, and practices of the status quo.

Advocates for children in beleaguered urban public schools must
be fundamentally subversive at particular junctures where the inter-
ests of children are opposed by the interests of reform agendas and
schooling bureaucracies (Murrell, 1997). This means, for example, that
university people may need, at times, to take stances that oppose the
interests of the school partners and school bureaucracies—such as in-
stituting a program of standardized testing that is destined to ruin
any opportunity for a coherent, rich curriculum—if they truly advo-
cate for the educational quality of children. More importantly, both
university and school professionals may need to stand back as people
advocate for themselves and their children’s education.

From the perspective of communities of color, the sort-and-select,
meritocracy system of education in the United States must be con-
tinuously interrogated and contested. This necessary critical interro-
gation is rare in educational discourse, and rarer still in the develop-
ment of PDS relationships. Thanks to the work of writers like Samuel
Bowles and Herbert Gintes, Paulo Freire, Pierre Bordieu, and Henry
Ct{mx, more educators have come to understand that the American
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educational system was designed to produce winners and losers. The
system that works so well for those with the appropriate “cultural
capital” also works well in relegating the poor and children of color to
the lower realms of a social order.

The PDS literature reveals no critique of the sort-and-select,
meritocracy system of education—a critique that is essential to build-
ing an equity agenda and quality community schooling in diverse ur-
ban contexts. Similarly, there is no substantive PDS critique of the
meritocracy ideology of the American system of education that is de-
signed to differentiate children. The problem is that the PDS move-
ment is cut from the same ideological cloth as the system that must
have “losers” by design.

Here is an example of this political status quo at work. In the PDS
advocacy literature (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 1994), the analogy be-
tween the PDS and the teaching hospital in the medical profession is
often drawn. The analogy breaks down at a critical point—the “know-
ing how” of building a community. A teaching hospital is not a model
for building a collaborative partnership across boundaries of class,
race, culture, and professional privilege as is required in creating a
PDS. In a teaching hospital, inflexible, linear, top-down, and directive
chains-of-command are more typical of the relationships among the
professionals, and between professionals and clients. In that social
system, it is abundantly clear who dictates terms and who gets dic-
tated to. Patients have next to nothing to say about professional judg-
ments regarding their treatment and care. They take their medicine
and follow their medical regimen. From the perspective of those ur-
ban educators knowledgeable about community building and collabo-
ration, this system of relationships is not acceptable nor is the teach-
ing hospital system of relationships consistent with the vision for the
good school as articulated in the NCREST (1993) PDS vision principles
previously listed.

Educators who recognize the importance of improving the teach-
ing profession will undoubtedly find the “teaching hospital” analogy
compelling. However, the analogy skirts over the critical issues of
power and cultural hegemony and fortifies the political neutrality of
the PDS idea. A different conception, more appropriate to collabora-
tion in successful urban schools, is that of the community of practice
(Lave, 1988, 1997; Lemke, 1997; Walkerdine, 1997). To develop aschool
as a community of practice would mean that every member would be
continuously and interactively occupied with the quality of learning
in the school. It would also mean that the membership would not be
limited to teacher educators and teachers. Rather than instituting a

“‘ucture, as is the case with the typical PDS approach, the primary
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focus of the collaborative would be developing a deep understanding
of how children learn, develop, and achieve.

A number of writers offer important critiques (e.g., Myers, 1996b;
Labaree & Pallas, 1996; Valli, 1994) and significant reformulations of
the PDS idea including professional learning communities (Myers,
1996b); professional development teams (Schack & Overturf, 1994);
and empowering learning communities (Valli, 1994). Valli (1994) of-
fers a vision of the PDS as “an empowering, emancipating learning
community that frees people from trivial knowledge as well as igno-
rance.” But beyond the ability to articulate an appealing vision of what
PDSs should look like, and beyond the development of theory that
unifies the vision and with the practice, there is another quality which
Meier (1982) termed “the humility of good anthropology” (p. 14).

This idea relates to whether university educators, teachers and
other school professionals can adopt the respectful stance necessary
to fully access the local pedagogical understanding and knowledge of
the communities they enter. PDS practice provides no context to de-
velop this “humility of good anthropology.” In the university class-
room or in the PDS planning team meeting, deliberation over essen-
tial questions like “What are schools for?” or “What kind of learning
community do we want?” have a starting-from-scratch quality that
contrasts with the urgency experienced by parents and children in
diverse urban communities served by public schools. The point is con-
siderations such as caring, problem-solving, respecting differences, and
resisting hegemony (Valli, 1994) are not “start-from-scratch” consid-
erations in the way PDS participants might engage them in seminar
discussion or planning sessions. Respect for language and culture is
not a “start-from-scratch” proposition from the perspective of parents
whose children attend the beleaguered and under-resourced schools
found in so many urban school districts.

From a community perspective, there is not the hesitation of schol-
arly reflection when a “poverty of pedagogy” is a pressing reality of
the school your child attends. There is an impatience with consensus
building, mission statement writing, or values clarification when the
total failure of a school is at hand. From a community perspective, the
urgency of the disproportionate expulsion and suspension of African
American and Latino children points to obvious answers to the ques-
tion: “What kind of learning community do we want?” From the per-
spective of parents and children who suffer the consequences of pub-
lic schools’ failure, where to begin on school renewal is not a matter
that requires a lot of scholarly deliberation. It is the reality of the dis-
tance between bureaucratic institutions and real communities that torpe-

O e equity agenda of the PDS schools (Murrell & Borunda, 1997).
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Problem Two—Who Gefs Left Oui?
Casuatties of the PDS Instifutional Structure

There is a way in which the bilateral reorganization of a school by
two polarities—university and school people—has a chilling and dis-
tancing effect on the participation of parents and community stake-
holders. Myers (1996a) concludes:

The analysis shows that the partnership efforts that were
studied (and probably partnership and PDS efforts in gen-
eral) devote significantly less attention to ideas about the na-
ture of schools, learning, teaching, the knowledge base for
teaching, and teacher learning and professional development
than the attention they devote to establishing university-school
arrangements, to the mechanics of operation, and to the inter-
personal relationships involved in bringing in university
teacher educators and pre-K-12 teachers together. The main
focus of nearly all efforts is inducting new teachers into
schools. Little attention is devoted to helping university
teacher educators or experienced pre-K-12 school faculty study
their own practice, improve their work, or reform what they
do. (p. 1)

PDS organizational structures operate from the sanctity of the pro-
fessional domain which includes teachers, professors, and school-based
personnel, but excludes parents and other non-professional members
of the school community. PDS institutional structure obscures the fact
that not all the work for improving the lives and learning achieve-
ment of children is “professional.” It is unclear how those situated in
a PDS structure can circumvent this limitation as there are few, if any,
compelling examples in the literature of this occurring. There are at
least five internal power-organizational issues of the PDS bilateral
structure as well, that involve the inescapable problems of determin-
ing participation.

First, although only a few PDS studies explicitly look at this issue
of participation (e.g., Teitel, 1997), it is clear that there is always some-
one marginalized at the start-up of a PDS partnership. Despite attempts
at creating fair means of deciding who participates (e.g., selecting from
among those who indicate interest or voting for participants), there is
an inevitable exclusion and subsequent marginalization because not
everyone can be a player in the "PDS game.” Not every teacher in a
new PDS can work in the collaborative.
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Secondly, the organizational structure seems to dictate function
in the PDS organizational structure. Categories of membership and
hierarchical participation structures are determined before the pur-
poses, the value, or the risks of the enterprise are fully apparent to
people in the setting. This restricts access to their meaningful partici-
pation which is, in any event, ad hoc. Thoughtful observers have ar-
ticulated this problem of structure preceding purpose (e.g., Diez in
Ponessa, 1997) and have expressed concern that instituting the PDS
organizational structure may needlessly limit a partnership’s capac-
ity for effective work. Diez notes, “Structure is simply too narrow of a
beginning focus and cuts off other possibilities. I think people have
gotten stuck in what they think is the recipe from on high” (Ponessa,
1997, p. 5).

Many important educational issues such as curriculum standards,
high-stakes testing, and student achievement are more successfully
addressed in a collective, community-mobilized school development
effort that include the “consumers” of public education (Wagner, 1995,
1997). Productive change in urban schools requires a much broader
array of activity settings than the clinical triad—which is the most preva-
lent and institutionalized activity setting in professional development
schools. Structuring the collaborative as an enclave of professionals
(i.e., teachers and university people), instead of predicating structure
on a problem to be solved or a movement to be energized, will con-
tinue to privilege professionalism above the interests of the commu-
nity.

A third aspect of the internal power issues in the bilateral organi-
zation of PDS concerns how unexamined power relations damage the
capacity for effective team work. I refer here to disguised authority—
embedded power relations that go uninterrogated but that nonethe-
less subvert movement toward more democratic forms of school life.
There will always be inherent structural features of the PDS that sub-
vert attempts to equalize power. For example, Valli et al., (1997) exam-
ines the PDS idea of a hand-over of authority. One inherent problem is
that to complete a process of hand-over is to claim power and admit
hegemony—and these may not have been seriously questioned or dis-
cussed among those in the collaborative. Power equalization falls far
short of democratization. If it did not, other people besides the uni-
versity and school polarities would be involved; and from Freire’s
(1970/1993) perspective, participants would see just how undemo-
cratic and patronizing a “transfer of authority” project really is.

A fourth problem with the PDS bilateral organizational structure
concerns the way in which the sanctum of professionals—university

[l{llc’ teacher educators and field based instructors—constitute a
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“culture of power” (Delpit, 1988) within the PDS community. This
culture resists attempts to mitigate the hierarchical relationships which
ensue. Valli et al. (1997) suggest that ” A tighter coupling of university
and school is accomplished through ‘blurring boundaries’ that tradi-
tionally have separated the two institutions” (p. 22). I submit that such
blurring tends to lock out other participants in a needed rupturing of
those boundaries and the hegemony they preserve.

For example, when university professors in a meeting with teach-
ers and parents declare that they are “not the experts” and “everyone
is an equal in the conversation” they have merely disguised the fact
that their perspective carries more weight by virtue of their assumed
expertise. Egalitarian relationships do not occur simply by the decla-
ration of the more powerful party. This is precisely analogous to
Delpit’s (1988) observation of how the obfuscation of power on the
part of progressive educators exacerbates the marginalization of black
children and their parents. The same happens in PDSs, only in this
case, the marginalized are the non-PDS players in the school, along
with parents of color.

The fifth problem with the bilateral PDS structure concerns the
organization of activity. Because of the limitation of roles people can
take in the PDS structure, there is a greater danger of intensification
(Hargreaves, 1994, pp. 14-15). This means that rather than collective
reflection on practice, teachers become wrapped up in taking on many
more roles. Valli et al. (1997) describes intensification in PDSs:

Too many additional responsibilities may ultimately lead to
greater disempowerment and isolation of teachers. Working
as members of site-based management teams, as student
teacher supervisors, and as university-school liaisons may
detract from teachers’ ability to fully perform their critical role
as classroom teachers. (p. 273)

Thus, this kind of intensification of teacher work may be falsely
construed as increasing professional autonomy and somehow ben-
efiting children and youth.

Problem Three—Organizing PDSs
Lessons Learned from Michigan State University

The processes and activities surrounding the institution of a PDS
, too often leave out the real needs, interests, and agendas of people in
S
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the diverse urban communities that the school partnership is supposed
to serve. There are many alternatives to organizing urban schools ini-
tiatives, including networks, teaching collaboratives, and true com-
munity building as exemplified by the work of James Comer (1997).
These approaches are less institutionally bounded because they are
trans-institutional, that is, involving a multiplicity of schools and in-
stitutions of higher education where the focus is on a specific popula-
tion of children. The interests and needs of people supersede the in-
terests of formalizing agreements, and in fact are the basis of organiz-
ing the work of the institutions.

The critical mistake that is repeated time and again in PDS start-
ups is that professional educators think they can constitute a new cul-
ture and a new community without the participation from the culture
and community that already exists. Comparison of the PDS approach
to these alternate models is not the interest here (see, Lawson, 1996).
This section examines more closely the process of realizing a PDS in
relation to the issues of quality education in urban contexts.

Michigan State University (MSU) engaged in a major, multi-school
PDS initiative as part of the Michigan Partnership for New Education
(MPNE), out of which, arguably, much of the PDS movement has
grown. In summarizing the lessons from PDSs in urban schools, it will
be instructive here to draw on some conclusions resulting from a sys-
temic internal review by MSU. The review revealed:

1. Although the Michigan Partnership for New Education was
responsible for the institution of PDSs, PDSs were not initiated as a
school-by-school quid pro quo contract between the university and
schools. The important realization for urban schooling is that most
PDSs are arrived at as a part of a larger initiative with funding sources
that are not likely to be available to under-resourced urban school dis-
tricts for the specific purpose of creating a PDS. Despite its appeal
(recall the category one meaning of PDS as partnership), a PDS is not
something that a school or a university can unilaterally establish.
Moreover, those partnership arrangements pursued by individual
schools and universities independent of funding sources and orga-
nized initiatives are likely to be among those regarded as “erzatz PDSs”
because they do not meet the standards of a “true PDS” (Levine, 1995).

2. The PDS is an invention coming from a history of collaboration
between universities and public schools, not the other way around. To
a large extent, PDS is a coined term for what has already existed. Most
of the popular appeal of the PDS idea inheres with the fact that people
regard collaboration as a good idea, without realizing that collabora-
tion is not synonymous with a PDS. Many who value collaboration

Q >t even be aware of the particular configuration of purposes,
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goals, and organizational structures of the PDS as articulated by the
Holmes Group and others. The report (Judge et al., 1995) notes:

Although there is of course a long tradition of collaboration
between universities and public schools (exemplified in the
lab schools and other more recent but ephemeral initiatives),
the PDS as it has emerged in Michigan is essentially a cre-
ation of the reform movements of the later 1980s. (section 4)

PDS is popularly known because the notion of collaborative part-
nership is a good idea and has a history as a good idea.

3. The reviewers found that being a PDS did make a difference.
However, the difference—“sustained efforts to change and improve
the culture and effectiveness of whole school” (Judge et al., 1995, sec-
tion 9)—is the one result that does not require a PDS framework to bring
about. Apparently, the enthusiasm and heightened activity generated
by their status as a PDS school influenced the schools’ professional
activity.

4. The efficacy evidence was underwhelming for the work in di-
verse urban contexts, underscoring a feature of the great school re-
forms observed by Sarason (1993) years ago—that professional activ-
ity can take place without commensurate results in student perfor-
mance. The reviewers wrote: “The Review team was (before, during
and after its visits) much preoccupied with this issue and in particu-
lar with the relative paucity of evidence on the extent to which spe-
cific and measurable improvements in student learning had in fact
occurred” (Judge et al., 1995, section 10).

5. Even in this review document, where reviewers call for evi-
dence, there was no specification of indicators that related to the qual-
ity of learning, leading them to suggest:

For the purposes of evaluating PDS effects on students it
would be necessary to complement such necessary informa-
tion with other indicators, including various forms of stan-
dardized testing, portfolio assessments, attendance informa-
tion, dropout rates, report card grades, and teacher evalua-
tion. (Judge et al., 1995, section 11)

Those who understand the ways and needs of urban schools and
communities would add to this list those forms of evidence drawn
from the experiences of the students themselves, and from their par-
ents, their families, and others who work with the children on a daily

E gllc‘asis.
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6. PDSs often are not financially independent agents, but rather
are funded through larger scale initiatives. So, for example, even those
fortunate to have PDS status may be at risk for discontinued funding
and have to compete with other PDSs for resources, as was the case in
Michigan:

The MPNE made it clear that it would no longer be able
to support the PDSs at their present level, and indeed began
late in 1994 to define different priorities for its own work. The
two Co-Directors of the PDS program at MSU explained the
situation to the PDSs, which were invited to bid for future
support. (Judge et al., 1995, section 7)

This is a useful insight for those considering an urban PDS. PDSs
in urban districts are often at a resource disadvantage for the process
of soliciting grants. To pursue a PDS or even participate as a grantee
involves a commitment of resources that may otherwise be diverted
from the immediate, day-to-day work of improving instruction for
children. This is the best example of what one parent organizer calls
the “great white school reform”—by which she meant the large-scale,
bureaucratic initiatives emanating from central administration that
rarely seek input or participation by the people affected, and, worse
yet, make no difference in the lives of children (anonymous personal
communication). This parent organizer included PDSs under that la-
bel, regarding them as way of reshuffling the organization of a school
and expending resources, without accessing the local knowledge ema-
nating from parent organizations and from people who actually work
with the children on a daily basis.

One reason why it is rare to find PDSs with all of the characteris-
tics of the universalized goals as put forward by NCREST (1993) is
that there is no generic PDS start-up. Interestingly, MSU regarded PDSs
not as a stand-alone initiative, but rather as a component in the total
program of the MPNE. According to the MSU Report (Judge et al.,
1995), what propelled the PDS idea to the forefront was the availabil-
ity of public funding from the state department of education and from
the legislature. The report states:

The fortunes of the PDS and MPNE were entangled in a way
which inevitably generated tensions. As dollars became more
easily available for noble reforming causes, so the pace of de-
velopment become correspondingly more hectic. It was diffi-
cult in such an atmosphere to argue the general case for the
Q DS without seeking to universalize the institution, and yet
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many of those thoughtfully dedicated to the core arguments for
the new institutions feared that rapid expansion would inevitably
damage their viability and credibility. Doubts about a bold and
rapid expansion of PDSs were easily confused with opposi-
tion to the PDS itself, or even to the leadership of the College
as it was often perceived [emphasis added]. (section 6)

Problem Four—Inadequacy of PDS Theory

PDSs are not designed to address the underlying political ques-
tions that produce inequities in schooling. As a result of the discon-
nectedness of the PDS organizational structure from the wider com-
munity, theoretical frameworks for interrogating such questions in
their pedagogical inquiry are inadequate. The theoretical frameworks
needed are not strictly academic, but should include systematic in-
quiry about how the school functions as a community, a culture, and a
public space within neighborhoods. There is much in the PDS litera-
ture that acknowledges the importance of situating professional de-
velopment in the local, purposeful, problem-solving endeavors of in-
dividual school communities (Darling-Hammond, 1994; Lieberman,
1995; Little, 1993, 1994; Miller & O'Shea, 1994; Myers, 1996b; Vavrus,
1995). But reviews of the current PDS literature reveal scant attention
to building communities of practice (cf. Valli et al., 1997; Teitel, 1996).

Rarely apparent in the PDS literature are the pedagogical prac-
tices or foundational theory underlying actual school practices. Rather,
reference to the driving conceptual ideas are made on the bases of the
popularized ideas—among them are constructivism, child-centered
learning, cooperative learning, and multiple intelligences. Valli (1994)
makes this observation:

Too often, words like “school improvement” function as a gloss.
They represent “superficially attractive appearances” which
cover up or ignore fundamental questions such as “What is it we
are trying to improve? How? Why? For whose benefit?” A term
like school improvement can give license to any type of change
or reform without any agreement on (sometimes without any
discussion of) the direction, benefit, or purpose or change. (p. 1)

The preponderance of PDS efficacy research is characterized by
descriptive studies that employ analyses that fail to account for the
relationship between practices and the social-cultural context in which

Y _se practices are employed in teaching and learning. Lacking a
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framework that unifies three levels of analysis—classroom practice
(micro), inter-professional reflective practice (meso), and organiza-
tional-institutional structure (macro)—leaves PDS research with little
else to reference in their theory and practice other than catch words of
the day (e.g., constructivism, child-centered learning). The unfortu-

-nate consequence is that these become buzz words in the popular cul-
ture of teachers and are used to roughly separate the “innovative, new,
and good” from the “traditional, old, and bad.”

The indexing of the foundational theory in PDS work by catch
words is problematic for other reasons. First, research of this type does
not further the PDS chartering goal of reflective pedagogical inquiry—
understanding the relationships between practices and the building
of a learning community. Second, interpretations of research of this
type are problematic to the extent to which they uncritically assume
that terms like “child-centered learning” or “constructivist teaching”
mean the same thing to everyone. Third, as Valli (1994) points out, to
say that change occurs in measures of “constructivist teaching” or
“child-centered learning” simply begs the question as to whether these
changes are of any value.

Neither universalizing nor operationalizing definitions for the col-
lection of terms referring to “innovative practice” will help PDS re-
search of this type because what interested readers need to know and
understand is how “constructivist teaching” or “child-centered teach-
ing” benefit learning achievement in the learning community. Part of
the critical re-interpretation of the new knowledge base should there-
fore include semiotic analysis of such constructs in context (cf. Brown,
Collins, & Duguid, 1989; Bruner, 1990; Harre & Gillet, 1994; Lave, 1992;
Lemke, 1997). Hargreaves (1995) has begun this examination by look-
ing at the extent to which the PDS framework has become a signifier—
asymbol for the “good school” and the “good work” in teacher prepa-
ration (p. 30).

Summary

The organization of collaborative partnerships must be informed
by what we know about the practices of effective urban education,
particularly for children of color (e.g., Ladson-Billings, 1994; Shujaa,
1994; Foster, 1989, 1992; King, Hollings, & Hayman, 1997; King &
Ladson-Billings, 1990). In the climate of current reform agendas that
have, historically, threatened equity considerations (e.g., movement
My standardized testing) it is unclear whether equity issues can
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ever adequately be addressed within the PDS framework. The par-
ticular needs of culturally diverse children are rarely addressed in the
PDS literature beyond the mention of general statistics pertaining to
the race and socioeconomic status of students. According to Valli et
al., (1997), contextual and cultural dimensions of education are rarely
systematically examined in PDS work and are peripherally related to
its goals and activities.

PDS work to date lacks the critical perspective on race, class, cul-
ture, and power that is necessary to build learning communities or
communities of practice. Both Apple (1986) and Hargreaves (1995)
warn of professional development as intensification where the repli-
cation of what is takes priority over visioning what should be. When
applied as a model for structuring a collaboration, there is an inherent
limitation to the inclusion of important participants owing to the bi-
lateral arrangement between school and university professionals. Par-
ents, youth workers, and other school-based personnel—and the pu-
pils themselves—are locked out because of the “sanctity of the profes-
sion” occupied by teachers and university faculty.

Finally, there are serious constraints and inherent (perhaps insur-
mountable problems) with the PDS bilateral organizational framework
in which only university personnel and school personnel have a “seat
at the table.” Consideration of parents and community stakeholders
are therefore, by default, ad hoc. The ostensible goal of the PDS ar-
rangement is to build a new organization in the school which includes
a system of professional development as well as a community of practice
designed to realize, for example, the seven NCREST (1993) vision state-
ments. The practical result of most PDSs, according to the evidence of
comprehensive reviews (e.g., Valli et al., 1997; Teitel, 1996) is neither a
new organizational structure nor the simultaneous renewal of school
and university contexts.

37




3
A NEW CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
FOR PDSs IN URBAN SETTINGS

Having high expectations for students, cultural congruence of
instruction, culturally inclusive curriculum, knowledgeable
teachers, and appropriate instructional strategies all contrib-
ute to narrowing the achievement gap in urban schools. How-
ever, by themselves they are still not enough to overcome the
effects of racism, language discrimination, and a history of dis-
crimination against poor people of color. (Zeichner, 1996, p. 67)

The essential feature of successful school improvement in urban
contexts as expressed by advocates of the PDS idea is that of linking
the development of teachers to student work and learning achieve-
ment. As demonstrated in the last chapter, this connection is the miss-
ing piece of the PDS framework for successful school development in
urban contexts. This PDS shortcoming manifests itself in the lack of
connection between children’s experience of curriculum and instruc-
tion on the one hand, and the policies, procedures, and organization of
the PDS partnership on the other hand. The discontinuity between stu-
dent outcomes and teacher development results from the inordinate
and atheoretical PDS focus on “improving teaching” at the expense of
attention to the social and cultural contexts of learning—analyses es-
sential for developing responsive teaching practice in diverse urban
communities.

In this chapter, I will develop a framework which extends the PDS
model in ways that address the current shortcomings. One part of the
challenge of developing a conceptual framework is addressing the is-
sue of tooling up of teachers instead of the development of communities of
practice. Another challenge lies in the insufficiency of the current theo-
retical frameworks—modernist educational theory in a postmodern
world. A third challenge for developing new theory is the problem of
how to interrogate the political and ideological dynamics in our na-
tional policies toward education—and the problem of uncritical en-
gagement with these policies in the constitution of PDSs.
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A new conceptual framework should integrate at least three levels
of inquiry: (1) a micro level addressing development of the individual
learners in classroom contexts; (2) a meso level addressing develop-
ment of the relationships constituting the social, cultural, and profes-
sional fabric of the school community; and (3) a macro level address-
ing development of broader institutional, neighborhood, family, and
support systems. Note the emphasis on development in each. I now turn
to discussion of theory that does integrate these three theoretical-ana-
lytic tasks by developing the ideas of community of practice (after Lave,
1988, 1991, 1992), activity setting, and triadic restructuring (after Tharp
& Gallimore, 1991).

Community of Practice—
Activity Seftings for Teaching and Learing

In the PDS literature, there is continuous and frequent use of such
terms as learning communities, learning collaboratives, and commu-
nities of learning to refer to the importance of connecting the instruc-
tional to the institutional in developing collaboratives. This is roughly
the idea of activity setting. Therefore, for this discussion I will follow
the usage of activity setting by Tharp and Gallimore (1991) and adopt
the term. Briefly, the term denotes the unit of analysis to unpack the
social, cultural, and interactional context for both teacher development
and student achievement, in the same way it has been used to unpack
contextual and discursive features of instructional settings.

The idea of activity setting is analogous to what cognitive psy-
chologists have referred to as schemata (Rumelhart, 1980) and scripts
(Schank & Abelson, 1977). According to Tharp and Gallimore’s (1991)
characterization, they are the recognizable “social furniture” of famil-
iar settings in which people are engaged in meaningful cojoint activ-
ity:

They are as homely and familiar as old shoes on the front porch.
They are the social furniture of our family, community, and our
home lives. They are the events and people of our work and
relations to one another. They are the who, what, when, where
and why, the small recurrent dramas of everyday life, played
on the stages of home, school, community, and workplace....

(p-72)

The activity setting, as a unit of analysis, focuses inquiry on the
o ing in which some cojoint purposeful activity is being carried out—
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a familiar occasion or setting, perhaps routine, perhaps ritualized. The
idea of the activity setting is essential to the tasks of school develop-
ment. Instructional activity settings within classrooms include such things
as independent learning centers, cooperative learning groups, reading
groups, and whole class instruction. Professional activity settings include
such things as staff meetings, team meetings, and conferences. Teacher
capacity to develop activity settings is the linchpin of developing learn-
ing communities of effective practice.

Before leaving this description of the micro level of inquiry and
pedagogical theory reformulations of the PDS idea for work in urban
schools, I will make two points regarding the relevance of the activity
setting (for further information, see Murrell, n.d.). The first point is
that to organize a community of practice, participants in a partnership
need to be able to analyze and assess the activity settings of their pro-
fessional work. This means analyzing the social-interactional dynam-
ics and the purposes of collaborative activity, as well as the meaning
participants attach to that activity, in order to determine appropriate
policies, tasks, and strategies.

The second point is that the central activity setting of the profes-
sional development school—the clinical triad—must be extended and
elaborated in order to respond to broader social, political, and cultural
concerns. Recall that the clinical triad is the setting of the clinical three-
way interview or conference between the college supervisor, the coop-
erating teacher at the site, and the beginning teacher or intern. In cur-
rent practice in PDSs, this activity setting is the primary means by which
the novice teacher receives systematic vocal feedback from both the
college supervisor and practitioner. Ideally, the setting should provide
the integration of theory and practice through the participation of the
college supervisor and cooperating teacher. But, too often, it does not.

When complex ideological issues arise requiring deep cultural in-
terpretation, they often are not addressed in the context in which they
most need to be. Such issues may in fact polarize the university and
school faculty, leaving the candidate with the continued schism of “ivory
tower” versus “real world” versions of difficult issues. The three-way
conference is an activity setting in which relationships must be negoti-
ated before it can function as a facilitative and instructional setting for
the beginning teacher. The learning experience of the candidate may
be diminished to the extent that the cooperating teacher and college
supervisor disagree on policies, pedagogy, or practice. But, the prob-
lem may be more even more complex.

Complex issues do not exist in a vacuum. Successful negotiation
of an issue among participants in a clinical triad may simply mean that

O aportant issue for the school is smoothed over. The goal of suc-
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cessful collaboration is to dramatically amplify the possibilities of the
three-way conference as an activity setting that provides the authentic
context for struggling though a resolution to difficult issues. The activ-
ity setting on this account has to be worked on, so that rather than a
temporary resolution, the larger issue is brought to the entire school
community of the collaborative. Resolutions of difficult issues cannot
and should not be accomplished in a single setting, nor in any number
of discussions in university seminars or school conferences. Resolu-
tions need to be instantiated in the practices and policies of the school
influencing the lives of real children.

The task of developing a professional development system is, on
this account, to create an activity setting among teachers for the pur-
poses of improved instruction. The goal is to build a new community
of practice. One of the important aspects of doing this is to enrich the
tasks of professional development by creating activity settings other
than the three-way conference to support teachers’ practice. The goal
is to increase the number of non-formal sources of assistance. Tharp
and Gallimore (1991) note:

Effective teaching does not require authority. The assistance of
performance can sometimes be provided more effectively in
its absence. Even authorities can assist performance only
through the exercise of modeling, contingency managing, feed-
ing back, questioning, and cognitive structuring. 'Rather than
teaching being dependent on authority, it is more nearly the
opposite; indeed, teaching is the process on which authority
depends to achieve its aims.' (p. 85)

The orchestration or creation of activity settings, therefore, is the
single most essential capacity of a PDS educator. The task of profes-
sional development schools is to build communities of practice and
activity settings, not simply to “tool up” the teachers, but primarily to
develop activity settings in which everyone in the collaborative learns
to improve practice. There is a need for the development of knowl-
edge of individuals and of systems as they interact throughout a com-
munity of practice and enacted in an activity setting.

Community of Practice—
Activily Settings for School Development

Q The second aspect of a unified educational theory applied to the
7elopment of PDSs is the notion of the triadic analysis. This aspect
ERIC® y P
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corresponds to the meso level of inquiry. This idea is embodied in the
formal statement of the Holmes Group (1990) regarding the need for a
close connection of professional development with the learning of
achievement of children. It is an extension of the notion of assisted
performance from classroom instructional practice to the venue of pro-
fessional activities. Triadic analysis is a simple, yet important, idea—
that any assessment, evaluation, support, assistance, or scaffolding of
teaching be done in connection with the resulting experlences and learn-
ing achievements of the students.

It is no secret that there are insufficient opportunities, resources,
and personnel to accomplish the type of professional development ac-
tivities popularly envisioned in the PDS advocacy literature. Moreover,
this insufficiency makes it difficult for administrators to interact with
teachers in a facilitative way, or, in turn, for superintendents to interact
with principals in a facilitative way. The point is that activity settings,
as described previously, must be created at all levels. This is the task of
the professional development school—creating strategically designed
activity settings that promote assistance at all levels of the school or-
ganization but still are linked to the learning achievements of the stu-
dents in the school.

One of the positive things about the PDS movement is that it en-
courages approaches to professional development as a co-joint pro-
ductive activity, where the production is new professional knowledge
and instructional innovation that makes a difference in the quality of
schooling. The essential step is the involvement of university people
and school people in the co-joint productive activity, coming together
on the goal all can agree upon, improving the instructional quality and,
consequently, elevating the learning achievement of all students in the
school.

Most schools, including professional development schools, oper-
ate in a bureaucratic system characterized by a linear chain of com-
mand. In this sort of design, individual A (e.g., a superintendent) di-
rects and evaluates individual B (e.g., a principal) who in turn directs
and evaluates individual C (e.g., a classroom teacher). What the triadic
analysis suggests is a different sort of organization of practice in which
the functions of the setting are not primarily those of directing and
evaluating, but rather providing assistance in creating a new culture of
practice. This type of organization has certainly been identified often
enough in the PDS literature as a desirable goal. However, what ap-
pears to be lacking is a systematic account or conceptual framework of
how this is to come about.
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A New Conceptual Framework

The basic formulation of a new conceptual framework for PDS work
is threefold: (1) The function of direction, regulation, and evaluation
are altered to that of assisting performance; (2) the means of assistance
are to be mutual and reciprocal (bilateral) rather than hierarchical (uni-
lateral); and (3) the lines of communication are expanded from a lin-
ear, sequential, top-down structure to an organization with multiple
linkages. An example of this last point, is an organization in which
individual A (e.g., a superintendent) assists individual B directly, as
well as others (e.g., other principals) who can assist individual B; and
individual B (e.g., a principal) assists individual C (e.g., a classroom
teacher) directly and by creating conditions for others (e.g., other teach-
ers) to assist C.

The function of the principal in an administrative role in this for-
mulation shifts from the regulation and directing of individuals work-
ing under him or her, to creating the conditions under which the tasks
of teaching and improving teaching are supported. The infrastructure
provided by the idea of the activity setting and the analytical frame-
work provided by the triadic analysis is described by Tharp and
Gallimore (1991):

Each position in the organization is restricted in its range of
contacts. Most contact is with the next individual in the chain
of supervision. In general then we can suggest that good work
in each position consists in assisting the next position to assist
the third and so forth down the chain for the ultimate benefit
for the student. The good work of the superintendent lies in
assisting the principal to assist the grade level chairs; their work
consists of assisting in developing the children by assisting
them through their zone of proximal development. ( p. 84)

This approach of triadic analysis is dramatically different from
supervision extant in most school bureaucracies whether or not they
are PDSs. The presence of PDS partners does not change the bureau-
cratic structure of schools, according to Valli in her review of both the
advocacy and research literature (Valli, 1994). There undoubtedly is a
greater involvement of PDS teachers in school decision making. But,
as the present analysis points out, there is a difference between tinker-
ing with the activity setting (in this case by altering the participation
structure for teachers) and substantially redesigning how the commu-
nity of practice operates—which in most cases is still hierarchical, di-

O _tive, and evaluative in a linear top-down fashion in contrast to the
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lateral, assisting, and multi-connected set of relationships suggested
here.

Effective PDS development work requires a restructuring of the
lines of responsibility and assistance. The triadic model and the con-
ceptual framework of the activity setting are the most likely and theo-
retically developed means by which PDSs may begin the critical work
of examining the social and cultural contexts of teaching and learn-
ing—to “reinvent” the school learning community.

The work of PDSs is the development of a true community of prac-
tice through triadic analysis and the transformation of the activity set-
tings devoted to school improvement. The task of PDSs on this account
is to enrich the working relationships in new activity settings that af-
ford authentic and meaningful participation for parents and commu-
nity stakeholders in the work that matters. The beginnings of unpack-
ing the social-cultural context of teaching in relation to the organiza-
tional structure depends on the principles of triadic analysis and the
notion of the activity setting that come from the conceptual framework
discussed above, referred to as assisted performance (a synthesis of
traditions from neo-Vygotskyan, Deweyan, situated cognition, and
cognitive-learning theory). The principles of the triadic analysis and
activity settings from Tharp and Gallimore (1991) are:

m Whether or not the supervisor is more competent than the
supervisees for the task at hand, the ideal is for the supervisor
to participate at all times in at least one activity setting with
the supervisees.

B The authority of the supervisor should be exercised primarily
to reorganize activity settings and to make resources of time,
place, persons, and tools available to them. Within the activity
setting, the authority of the supervisor should be shared with
members of the setting, whose influences should be propor-
tionate and specific to their competencies. The authority of the
supervisor should be asserted within the activity setting only
insofar as necessary to see the continuation of the setting. Au-
thority should not override the emerging intersubjectivity and
freedom in problem-solving of the activity’s members.

B Each activity setting should have a product as its goal, a prod-
uct that will be motivating for the participants, whether or not
the ultimate goal of the supervisor is shared by the supervisees.

O
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Each activity setting should have as its focus the ability of the
supervisor to assist the supervisee; that is, A and B should fo-
cus on B’s assisting of C. Obviously, the pupils have no
supervisees; however, even pupils can be assisted to assist one
another in settings of cooperative learning, and students should
be assisted to assist themselves.

Activity settings should be either “permanent” or “temporary”
as dictated by the goal and product.

Every member of the school community should be engaged in
the joint productive activity of activity settings whose purpose
is an ever-increasing competence to assist performance.

® The task of every supervisor, from the board of education to
the classroom teacher, is to design activity settings. This prin-
ciple will create products, assist performance, foster
intersubjectivities, promote the cognitive growth of each indi-
vidual, refocus accountabilities, and turn schools into a cul-
ture of learning. (p. 92)

Community of Practice—The Macro Level of Inquiry

The most significant portions of the PDS movement are not so much
what happens in professional development schools, which tend to re-
capitulate and fortify current practice, but in networks and larger school
systems of PDSs which are able to take on the tasks of critique, re-
invention of practice, and support of innovation. The goals of inquiry
and reflective practice are not likely to be realized in any meaningful
way at the level of individual PDS for the reasons elaborated by Murrell
and Borunda (1997)—namely the “tyranny of the mundane.” They will
be realized from a community of practice that involves networks of
participants from different PDSs serving similar community needs and
interests. For urban education to make a point of respecting the wis-
dom of community people is not simply a political stance, it also em-
bodies an important component of a powerful theory.

What would an urban-focused, equity-minded, diversity-respon-
sive, and inquiry-based professional development school partnership
look like? The nine features that follow are those that urban educators
would expect to find if the critical professional knowledge teachers
need for effective teaching and learning in diverse settings were ap-
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plied (cf. Cochran-Smith, 1997; Grant, 1997; Hilliard, 1997; Irvine, 1996,
1997; Murrell, 1997). These features derive from a critical look at the
social, cultural, historical, and political contexts of the schools we work
in, and with, and for, armed with a critical perspective dedicated to
learning from the shortcomings of models already in existence, espe-
cially our own (cf. Bowers & Flinders, 1990; Bruner, 1996).

A “Quality of Education” Perspective—Conceiving of “equity” in
terms of practices that lead to quality education, as opposed to a con-
ception of equity in terms of parity of resources. Critical interrogation
of the conception of “educational equity” has been conspicuously ab-
sent in both the advocacy and research literature on PDSs. An urban-
focused approach to professional development shifts from an “equal-
ity of schooling” or everyone-gets-the-same perspective, to a “quality
of teaching and learning” perspective. On this account, we would no
longer look at equity merely in terms of “racial balance” or equivalent
numbers of books and computers, but primarily in terms of effect—
whether children’s experiences of the curriculum and scholastic
achievement are actually improved.

A “Collaborative, Multilateral Partnership” Perspective—Partner-
ship formation that is not only open to community constituencies—
parents and parent organizations, community agencies who work with
the same children, and other stakeholders—but also is open to co-joint
collaboration with other institutions of higher education. On this ac-
count, alternatives that differ from the bilateral school-university part-
nership of the PDS model are pursued if they maximize the develop-
ment of the school. Thus, the bilateral structure of the PDS model does
not dictate the tasks (inservice and preservice development) and the
collaboration is fully responsive to the needs, interests, and ongoing
agendas of the school community. ‘

A “Positionality” Perspective—The recognition that a teacher’s
work is not simply a matter of acquiring the appropriate skills, tech-
niques, and expertise but ought also to include being politically reflec-
tive and ideologically interpretive. As Cochran-Smith (1997) argues,
the development for effective work in urban sites “is about interpreta-
tion, ideologies, and practices” and the ways that these are interdepen-
dent with, and informed by, each other (p. 30 ). She rightly argues that
teachers’ knowledge from this perspective is not simply about skills
and techniques, or what people frequently refer to as “best practice.”

A Community Development Agenda—A focus on teacher prepara-
tion predicated on how to operate within the context of a community
development agenda. Regardless of how well prepared teachers are,
or how excellent the curriculum, children still cannot learn when they

Q toschool hungry, angry, afraid, disaffected, unwell, or conflicted.
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The total contexts in which children grow, learn, and develop are nec-
essary considerations in promoting their academic achievement and
personal development. This idea is best exemplified in the Comer (1997)
model.

A “Scholar-Teacher” Perspective—A focus on “visioning” and
developing a new kind of teacher for effectively meeting the challenges
of successful work in urban schools and communities in the 21st cen-
tury. This would require teacher preparation focused on a new and
different kind of teacher who recognizes, understands, and effectively
negotiates complexities of urban communities that impact children’s
learning and development.

A “Relationships Over Bureaucracies” Perspective—A patently
anti-bureaucratic mode of interaction among partners that permits flex-
ibility of collaboration that involves all stakeholders in the enterprise
of educating and developing children. This flexible collaboration is
required in order to invite the participation of parents, community
members, and all stakeholders necessary for effective problem defini-
tion and resolution.

The most important feature we would expect to find in an urban-
focused, equity-minded, diversity responsive, and inquiry-based PDS
is attention to building democratic organizations in light of the social,
cultural, and political realities of urban schools. Critical pedagogy is a
perspective that encourages critical reflection about how we, as uni-
versity people, enter into partnership with school communities. Criti-
cal pedagogy is a perspective that acknowledges that we do not fully
know what to do and think until we couple our actions and thoughts
with a process of joint public discourse and community building.

Consequently, our research, our theory, and our program develop-
ment must be closely linked to the everyday practical activities of school
and community development. This means the elimination of
“helperism” in our relationship to our partners in urban communities,
and working with them on their enterprises of change. From this per-
spective, the broader purpose of higher education in the life of urban
communities ought to be as a participant in transforming these com-
munities, as the means of moving society toward becoming a truly
just, multicultural democracy. Therefore, the primary work of an ur-
ban-focused, equity-minded partnership is building community on a
multiplicity of levels—both inter- and intra-institutional.

An "Expanded Roles” Perspective—As stated earlier, a public, com-
munity-centered, and child-focused approach to building partnerships
is essential to the project of developing an urban-focused, equity-
minded, diversity-responsive, and inquiry-based professional relation-

E lillcp Otherwise, perspectives that need to be surfaced, confronted, and
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negotiated will remain unvoiced. But within this partnership-build-
ing, there are opportunities for individuals to assume roles of leader-
ship, training, support, and policymaking that are broader than the
ascribed roles of parent, teacher, or administrator.

A “Community as Network of Relationships” Perspective—The
eighth point of the transition concerns what really cements the part-
nership between school personnel and non-school personnel—build-
ing community through our actual physical presence in the schools.
The participants in partner schools are adamant and clear about this
being the essential ingredient for cementing the partnership—that uni-
versity and other non-school personnel spend time in the schools and
in settings with children—the notion of “being there” (Murrell, 1991,
p- 223). The measure of our success as agents for change is not the
expertise we bring as university people, but rather our capacity to learn
in the company of others. This vision engenders an active disbelief in
deficits-based professional practice that targets “clients” as needy,
pathological, and incompetent. This vision calls us to foster relational
practices in our personal and professional interactions and in our invi-
tations to those with whom we work.

A “Joint Responsibility and Accountability” Perspective—Uni-
versity responsibility—university and college partners sharing the re-
sponsibility for the gains in academic achievement and personal de-
velopment of children in those communities, and accountability for lack
of progress.

These nine features are developed into recommendations for re-
formulating an equity agenda in the context of this new professional
development paradigm in Table 1 below.

O
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Table 1. Summary of Contrasts between Traditional PDS Models
and a New Concept of the Professional Development
Community-Coliaborative (PDCC)

Professional Development
School Model

Model of an Equity Minded,
Urban-Focused, and Cuiturally
Responsive Partnership

1. Equity of Schooling
Educational equity viewed in terms
of comparison of the "haves" and the
“have nots."

1. Quality of Teaching & Learning
Educational equity viewed in terms of
determining first what constitutes qual-
ity education, and then determining
where it must be developed.

2. Standard Bilateral Structure

The institutional relationship is ex-
clusively bilateral—a college or uni-
versity partmers with a school or
school district.

2, Flexible Multilateral Structure

The institutional relationship not exclu-
sive to a single university or to a single
school in partmership, but a multilateral,
mutlti-partnered collaborative including
a diversity of institutional stakeholders
(e.g., theschoolsina “cluster” along with
all the youth-oriented and community-
based organizations in those neighbor-
hoods).

3. Development of Teachers

Focus is on the professional develop-
ment of teachers and improving
teaching as the foundation of re-
structuring of public education.

3. Development of Teachers' Position-
ality as Agents in Communities

Focus is on the development of teachers,
parents, schools, neighborhoods and, most
importantly, children as the foundation of
restructuring and renewing public edu-
cation.

4. Teacher Focused Agenda

The dynamic of the partnership is
a quid pro quo type of mutuality in
the exchange of services and re-
sources—teaching and clinical
placements for the university, re-
sources and training for the school.

4. Community Development Agenda

The dynamic of the partnership is com-
munity development—the mobilization of
available resources within the "cluster”
and eliciting community capacity for
solving problems and managing dilem-
mas.
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Table 1 continued.

Professional Development
School Model

Model of an Equity Minded,
Urban-Focused, and Culturally
Responsive Partnership

5. Teacher as Expert Pedagogue
Teacher preparation more in the
tradition of the "lab school" model
that is top-down in design with
little community or school-based
input.

5. Teacher as Teacher-Scholar

Teacher preparation focused on a new and
different kind of teacher whose practice
is based on critical inquiry and who rec-
ognizes, understands, and effectively
negotiates complexities of urban com-
munities that impact chiidren's learning
and development.

6. Bureaucratic Orientation
Contractual arrangements and /or
formal agreements are the cement of
the working relationship.

6. Community-Building Orientation
Community organization and commu-
nity building are the cement of working
relationships.

7. Delimited Unitary Roles
Professionally circumscribed roles for
participants—parents participating
as parents, practitioners as practi-
tioners, professors as professors.

7. Diversifying Multiple Roles
Muiltiple roles for participants—e.g., par-
ents as trainers of teachers, parents as
planners, and policy makers.

8. Community as Geographic Area

Tendency to define "community” ac-
cording to geographic area—the actual
boundaries of an area of the city.

8. Community as Network of Relation-
ships Bound by Common Interest and
Commitment

Tendency to define “community” in terms
of relationship bonds among those indi-
viduals having the same goals, pur-
poses, and commitments with respect to
children and families in a geographic
area.

9. School Accountability

Program evaluation focus is based
on congruence to the model, not per-
formance—increasingly based on
how well the partnership conforms
to the standards of the PDS model.

9. Joint Accountability for Student
Success

Program evaluation of the success of the
collaborative partnership with respect to
measurable and demonstrable improvements
in children’s academic achievement, personal
development, and well-being.
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CONCLUSIONS

I conclude this monograph in a different tone and a different voice,
speaking directly to those of you who may be embarking on a PDS enter-
prise. I want to speak particularly to my colleagues in teacher prepara-
tion and higher education.

At this point you may be thinking: “This was all well and good, but
where are the models?” If this question is uppermost in the reader’s mind,
I have not succeeded in pressing home my main thesis. The appeal of the
PDS model distorts the work of developing children and schools in ur-
ban communities. I did not in any way want to privilege the idea of mod-
els over a new kind of “knowing how” based on the integration of the
cultural heritage of achievement in communities of color.

Do not misunderstand me; I am not anti-model. As a cognitive psy-
chologist, trained during the heyday of information processing models,
schema theory, and mental modeling, I understand the value of a good
model. But, that is not what is at issue here. What is at issue is how we
make use of what we know, in ways that do not replicate what we are
trying to remedy. This issue is about institutional boundedness and the
extent to which our professional penchant for models is part of the invis-
ible culture of academy that blinds us to what we really need to see. It is
not that models don’t matter. What matters is the use we make of our
representations.

The ”know how” to which I refer is based upon a deep understand-
ing of what it means to make community. Obviously, people make commu-
nities—and people living in community have to work at maintaining it.
But, I refer here to community building as thoughtful, intentional, and
collaborative professional action. In this age of social crisis and distorted
national priorities, it is a fresh look at practices of community building
that will make change possible. Taking this fresh look, with the humility
of good anthropology, is antithetical to the method we educationalists
usually take. We see something working, and right away it becomes the
model that we should “replicate” elsewhere. Just click on the icon, cut,
and paste. The problem is that icon, or symbol, is not the thing.

I am convinced that more harm than good comes from this models
orientation as exemplified by the PDS movement; particularly when I see
how our colleagues think about what applying a model means. For ex-
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ample, recently I heard some colleagues talking about the X-model of
their PDS, where “X” is the name of an anonymous university. I was
intrigued by the ascription of the label “model” and began to interview
this group of educators from the PDS as to what features earned the part-
nership the status as a “model.” It turned out that the distinguishing fea-
ture was that the student teaching seminar was held at the site of the PDS
instead of at the university. Despite the fact that virtually every other
institution in the area had done the same thing in their teacher education
programs at some time or another, in the minds of this group of people
this single feature characterized the X-model.

The recognition of human systems as a model tends to reduce it to a
symbol and obscure the richness and detail of a community. The way
that the program was reduced to this particular feature, and the way that
all the unique and possibly innovative features of the program became
obscured, convinced me that any talk of “models” in our work is prob-
lematic and misguided. Approaches to professional collaboration that
are institutionally bounded by the invisible cultures of school bureaucra-
cies are made worse if we look for the generalizable instead of recogniz-
ing the richness of relationships.

Much of what needs to happen in building a school community in-
volves developing human activity by thinking about oneself in relation
to others. This involves asking such questions as “What kind of society
do I want to live in? And, “What kind of society do I want my children,
and my children’s children to grow up in?” It is in asking these questions
that you begin to connect the simple, ordinary, everyday choices you make
to the larger workings of our democracy. In reality, this is the most impor-
tant reflection that anyone does as one thinks about his or her relation-
ship with others and the institutions of global community. This is the
reflection that should be an explicit part of community building in col-
laborative partnerships.

Contemplating where one’s self ends and the rest of humanity be-
gins is the basis of our understanding of ourselves, our community, and
our institutions. Everyone, at some point, necessarily thinks about self in
relation to the world. Moreover, this process of rethinking, perhaps re-
making, ourselves in relationship to others is an ongoing process. The
challenge for us as professionals contemplating collaborative partnerships
in urban settings is not to make models, but to make connections to the
lives of those we hope to influence for the better.

What this means in practice is an approach exemplified by James
Comer (1997), the one model I will endorse because it is a design for the
development of a school community that begins with the children. It is
time to begin organizing the contexts of our practice in ways that de-

Q elop the "know how" to support those ends.
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From the Foreword by Lee Teitel:

This work will be a significant tool for advocates and
insiders to raise issues that have otherwise remained
largely unspoken. It challenges theorists to look at PDS
organizational structures and see which aspects inhibit
the true goals of PDSs as Murreli suggests . . . it will be a
powerful aid for funders and networks to refocus and
redouble efforts that put student learning, social justice,
and equity back on the front burner.”
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"Like Stone Soup goes right to the heart of the issues:
the need for teachers in urban schools to connect with
the community, to be willing to tearn from and collaborate
with community members, and to learn from the scholarly
and intellectual work of educators of color. A must read
for anyone working with PDSs in urban settings and any
teacher educator who is preparing teachers for urban
schools.”

Christine Sleeter
California State University—Monterey Bay
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